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Public comments UK drill music (2022-007-IG-MR) 


Organization: Karisma Foundation (Colombia) 
Commenters names: Viviana Rangel and Juanita Castro 


Oversight Board, 
Karisma Foundation submits comments on two main issues: 
A. Artistic expression on social media platforms: 


1. The artistic and cultural significance of UK drill music and any relationship between 
the sharing of this music online and acts of real-world violence. 


Since its beginnings, urban music, particularly rap has been characterized by battles between 
performers of the genre, most of them remain only in the musical field, although some have 
transcended to the physical plane. This music is recognized worldwide for being the music 
chosen by young people from popular and marginal neighborhoods to express their discontent 
with society, to deal with ideological differences and to express their emotions. The drill is a 
subgenre of this urban music, characterized by having a higher degree of violent content in 
their songs, is related to music such as rap, reggaeton and trap, in recent years has gained 
great relevance among the hip hop scene in England. 


This type of songs in which differences are processed and arguments are launched against 
another group or artist of the scene is known as beef: “Un Beef (also called Plex) is a term 
used to determine a controversy, dispute or rivalry between two or more artists, in which one 
defames and degrades the other in any way. From these problems or differences between 
rappers can come competitive songs, simple mentions in songs and interviews or even Diss 
(tiraderas, songs with negative dedication) can arise." These types of songs and rhymes are 
closely linked to the genre from its beginnings to the present day. 


Most of the beefs are between people who have belonged to the same group within this genre 
and it is very common. There are serious cases in which these beefs have ended in 
confrontations with the use of weapons. However, these cases have been a great exception. 


Here are some beefs in the history of the genre. 


Due to the particularity of this genre, content moderation in these topics has to do with the 
treatment of artistic expressions but also with the processing of contents that are born to 
express disagreement and criticism, elements that must be protected within the framework of 
democratic political systems that guarantee and promote differences. It is a clear exercise of 
freedom of expression. 
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According to Boaventura de Sousa Santos "Emerging artists are those who come from 
colonial areas, afro populations, indigenous peoples, exploited women, who little by little 
manage to enter the culture through, for example, hip hop. The culture of resistance today is 
in these manifestations. If you look at the musical currents of resistance against the 
dictatorships of the seventies, you discover Mercedes Sosa or Victor Jara. Resistance today is 
in the rappers. The force of rage, of insurgence against a colonialist, sexist, racist and unjust 
society comes from artists who give it all an expression of art. The graffiti artists, for 
example, with their murals. They even begin to be visible, crossing the line, expressing 
themselves and making themselves known on the other side. I cannot talk about industrial 
culture without talking about those who are outside of it. For me, they are the ones who 
produce the true culture of the future. They are the ones who give dignity to resistance. When 
we talk about cultural industries, we talk about a total universe, and that's not the reality." 


In sum, there are connections between urban music and acts of real-world violence, but the 
most important relation is the one that exists between urban music as a mean to process 
disputes with music as a tool. Beef's main purpose is then to avoid real-world violence as it is 
a tool to process disagreement. 


2. Approach to content moderation -review or removal- and artistic expressions on 
social media platforms. 


We believe that these exceptional cases should not lead to a generalized censorship of this 
musical form of debate in the world of hip hop, one of the most important urban cultures in 
the world and a means of expression, mainly of non-conformist sectors of society. Attempting 
to moderate this online content should take into account: what is the purpose of the content, 
what is the past of these disputes and what is the probability that this discussion will leave the 
virtual world and incite acts of physical violence? To moderate all types of language or 
content that are linked to protest music, which by nature causes discomfort in some sectors of 
society, like most artistic expressions, would constitute an act of violation of the freedom of 
artistic expression on the digital public sphere of internet. 


According to Unesco, "Artistic freedom is the freedom to imagine, create and distribute 
diverse cultural expressions without government censorship, political interference or pressure 
from non-state actors. It includes the right of all citizens to access such works and is 
fundamental to the well-being of societies." This right is also expressed and can be violated 
in digital environments. The very nature of art that, in many cases, creates disruptive worlds, 
raises divergent futures and presents, protests, criticizes and expresses nonconformity through 
various tools such as humor, satire, recreation of historical moments, among many others, 
makes it necessary to think about the exceptions that art needs to express itself freely in the 
digital world. Without this artistic freedom, seen as the exercise of freedom of expression, the 
digital public sphere will be affected. 
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This type of moderation in cases involving issues of freedom of artistic expression should be 
resolved by a team of experts within Meta in charge of the procedure, since it involves 
boundaries between rights that are very difficult to detect by automated processes of mass 
moderation. Likewise, the appeal processes must be improved so that the accused persons can 
know who is making the complaint and why, but also so that they can have the right to a fair 
and balanced defense. A recent report by the Karisma Foundation shows that 1. the 
application of these automated filters ignores issues that are exceptional to the general rules 
of moderation, using as example the rules for copyright, and 2. that the mistakes made in 
these procedures are affecting the weakest part of the chain of circulation of digital content 
causing an imbalance even for the digital economy of the cultural industries, more can be said 
if one looks at the broader digital public sphere. 


FreeMuse in the report The State of Artistic Freedom 2021, documented “cases of censorship 
affecting 469 artists, 289 artworks, events, venues. 44% were committed by GOVERNMENT 
AUTHORITIES”. In the findings of this report, it is concluded that “Silencing artists for 
their artwork, expression, and actions deemed critical of the authorities has been the most 
widespread violation of artistic freedom, as Freemuse research continuously demonstrates. In 
more than one third of all cases documented in 2020, artists faced censorship, legal actions, 
and in some cases had their voices suppressed for their criticism. At least three artists died 
because of their political views in opposition to those in power; 11 were subjected to physical 
attacks, whilst four were reportedly abducted. In total, 182 politically vocal artists were 
detained, prosecuted, imprisoned, and fined in 45 countries. Government strategies to stifle 
political dissident have included persecuting artists for staging, organising, or participating in 
anti-government protests, or for creating artwork in support of revolutions and uprisings. 
Legal prosecution of artists on the grounds of insulting state officials or state symbols has 
also been widely used”. 


Considering that police forces and representatives of the States are some of the main accused 
of censoring artistic proposals that have different opinions. A request for removal of artistic 
content, and in this case musical content, should be supported by the opinion of organizations 
and representatives of the cultural sector who have worked these boundaries between 
freedom of expression in art and its intersection with other rights, in order to reduce the cases 
in which an official representative requests the removal of a content due to ideological 
differences, prioritizing the protection of artists. 


In the same FreeMuse report, after analyzing the cases in which artists had some kind of 
sanction for issues related to violation of anti-terrorism laws, indecent content, among others, 
the report concludes that: 


“The violations presented here demonstrate how authorities use of legislation meant to 
combat terrorism, blasphemy and indecency can have a detrimental effect on artists’ ability to 


1 https://freemuse.org/media/ck5fvaze/the-state-of-artistic-freedom-2021 pdf, pag.27 
* https://freemuse.org/media/ck5 fvaze/the-state-of-artistic-freedom-2021.pdf , pag. 41 
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express themselves in contemporary societies. Although artists should be able to play a vital 
role in contesting political ideologies, state policies, religious beliefs, and cultural and social 
norms, they constantly face pushback. Vague provisions of counterterrorism laws in countries 
such as Egypt, Turkey, and Spain are open to interpretation and can easily become a tool 
applied against those who criticise the authorities, instead of serving solely as measures to 
prevent and punish threats to national security. Violations related to insulting religion and 
against artworks perceived as unfit from the perspective of public morality are often carried 
out even though best practices require that artists be free to express themselves not only 
through affirmative and neutral expressions, but also through those that offend, shock, and 
disturb. Artists are targeted or face consequences by both state and non-state actors for 
artworks through which they lampoon religious figures, question religious tenets and beliefs, 
tackle the human body and sexuality, use language deemed inappropriate, or in other ways 
contradict social norms imposed on societies worldwide. These attacks constitute violations 
of international human rights standards and states’ obligations to respect, protect and fulfil 
the right to freedom of expression. Freemuse remains concerned that these violations also 
result in a climate of fear which may lead to self-censorship and artists’ reluctance to address 
certain topics for fear of repercussions”. 


B. Management on Law Enforcement Requests: 


1. Social Media Platforms should manage law enforcement requests for the review or 
removal of content under a special procedure with clear and transparent rules. 


When law enforcement requests for the review or removal of content is based on a breach of 
a platform’s content rule and not on a violation of a national law, Social Media Platforms 
should have a special internal procedure. 


This special procedure must integrate a factual and legal study (documents), carried out by a 
team of experts. Meta already gives special treatment to government requests for user data’, 
so this methodology can be applied to requests for content moderation -review or removal of 
content- by a government. Therefore, this type of request must be in writing, detailed and 
with a clear language. Moreover, the user account involved in the request must have a 
participation in this process. However, the content moderation request should be more 
demanding, since governments must not only allegate the violation of the platform's rules but 
should also explain how it does not violate human rights standards. 


The latter means that governments must justify the law enforcement requests for the review 
or removal of content under Meta policies and also demonstrate that the Freedom of 
Expression limitation considers human rights parameters, such as the tripartite test. It is worth 
saying that this requirement is NOT an exorbitant burden for government requests due to the 


shttps://freemuse.org/media/ck5 fvaze/the-state-of-artistic-freedom-202 L.pdf, pag. 55 
4 hittps://transparency.fb.com/data/government-data-requests/data-types/ 
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fact that they are already obliged to justify any limitation on freedom of expression under 
international law’. 


In addition to the above, the existence of a special procedure is justified for three main 
reasons: first, a risk, as if there is not any special process for content moderation requests, 
authoritarian governments or with censorship policies could use the platform’s rules to limit 
freedom of expression without any control. For this reason, it is important to make a factual 
and contextual analysis by Meta. Second, it is consistent with Meta’s values and obligations, 
mainly with the UN Guiding Principles on business and Human rights. Lastly, it is an 
opportunity, because the number of content moderation requests by the governments should 
not be representative, since States should not, in principle, be monitoring the dynamics of 
social media platforms as they are important pieces of the digital public sphere. Therefore, 
this special procedure does not entail an organizational change, but rather a training process 
for a team focused on these types of requests. 


In conclusion, law enforcement requests for review or removal of content by the government 
can take place, as long as they are analyzed in a special procedure and sustained in platform 
rules and human rights provisions. In addition, Meta should not ignore the fact that a request 
of this type requires a careful study, because States -as a rule- should not monitor social 
media platforms, even more if the content under surveillance is not illegal. 


2. Social Media Platforms should incorporate law enforcement requests for content 
removal, especially requests not based on alleged illegality, into their transparency 
reporting with qualitative information. 


Currently, government requests for user data are included in the transparency report with data 
and graphs, however, it is necessary to incorporate clear and complete qualitative 
information. That is, Meta must have a public protocol explaining the step-by-step analysis of 
content moderation requests. 


In addition, all requests should be published in the transparency report, with a detailed 
explanation of the reasons why the content moderation requests by the government was 
accepted or not, including the contextual analysis of each law enforcement request by a 
government. And, it would be recommended that each analysis is presented publicly through 
Meta’s transparency tool, in the language of the country involved in the government content 
moderation request. 


5 Article 19, Universal Declaration on Human Rights. 


